Retrospective confidence ratings and other judgments frequently are collected in computer-based psychology studies, but little research has investigated whether the method with which these ratings are collected influences the resulting data. To explore whether different confidence rating entry methods elicit different responses, 96 subjects were tested in a recognition memory paradigm. To rate confidence in recognition decisions from 0 -100, half of the subjects used the numeric keypad on the keyboard to respond whereas the other half used an on-screen slider. Notably, whereas subjects using the numeric keypad frequently chose to enter confidence ratings divisible by 5 and 10, subjects using the slider showed no such preference but instead were more likely to accept the slider default value (i.e., 50) for each trial. The method with which confidence ratings are collected may have unintended consequences on confidence rating data and their interpretation.
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Retrospective confidence ratings and other judgments frequently are collected in 23 computer-based psychology studies, but little research has investigated whether the method with 24 which these ratings are collected influences the resulting data. To explore whether different 25 confidence rating entry methods elicit different responses, 96 subjects were tested in a 26 recognition memory paradigm. To rate confidence in recognition decisions from 0 -100, half of 27 the subjects used the numeric keypad on the keyboard to respond whereas the other half used an 28 on-screen slider. Notably, whereas subjects using the numeric keypad frequently chose to enter 29 confidence ratings divisible by 5 and 10, subjects using the slider showed no such preference but 30 instead were more likely to accept the slider default value (i.e., 50) for each trial. The method 31 with which confidence ratings are collected may have unintended consequences on confidence 32 rating data and their interpretation.
Computerized Methods for Collecting Confidence Ratings:
34 Task Influences on Patterns of Responding   35 Psychologists commonly present stimuli and collect data using computerized methods.
36 As a result, simple studies traditionally conducted using pencil and paper can now be designed in 37 a variety of ways and with a cornucopia of user interface components. In addition, these studies 38 can be coded with any number of programming languages ranging from ActionScript (e.g., 
54
There are many different ways an experimenter can collect confidence ratings in a 55 computerized fashion, however. To name several variables, confidence ratings can be collected
The work of Ariel and colleagues illustrates an important point: When subjects 79 participate in an experimental task that requires many metacognitive judgments to be made, they 80 engage in certain behaviors to reduce the cognitive demands (e.g., working memory load) 81 required by the task (as suggested by Krosnick, 1991). Specifically, subjects often select the first 82 response that seems reasonable, and may also have a tendency to accept the "status quo"
83 response -that is, a default or middle-of-the-road response. Subjects "may give this answer 84 without any retrieval or judgement, simply because it appears to be a reasonable answer" (p.
85 219).
86
Although initial evidence suggests differences in task influence cognitive and 87 metacognitive performance on a general level, very few studies have investigated specifically 88 how collection methods alter the resulting confidence rating data. Therefore, the purpose of this 89 study was to investigate differences in how subjects' responses varied when they were asked to 90 enter their confidence ratings in one of two ways. In this study, subjects participated in a 91 standard recognition memory paradigm and provided retrospective confidence ratings. To 92 investigate differences in responses resulting from the method of assessing confidence, subjects 93 either entered their confidence rating using (1) the numeric keypad on their keyboard or (2) a 94 graphical on-screen slider.
95
The prediction was that the two entry methods would result in different responses due to 96 affordances or biases elicited by each task. Specifically, the hypothesis was that the numeric 97 keypad entry method would encourage subjects to enter numbers ending in zero or five (e.g., 139 Visual inspection of these two distributions reveals three main observations. First, an 140 extreme number of confidence ratings of 100 were provided by subjects in both conditions. This 141 is a typical finding in research investigating rating scales (e.g., Mickes, Hwe, Wais, & Wixted, 142 2011). Second, and more interesting, is that subjects using the keypad entry method appeared to 143 choose confidence ratings that were divisible by five or 10 more often than subjects in the slider 144 entry group. This is confirmed by an independent-samples t-test comparing the percentage of 
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Several asides: Interestingly, throughout 14,000 judgments, no subject in the keypad 165 entry group provided a confidence rating of 61 or 71, but all possible ratings (0 -100) were made 166 at least once by subjects in the slider entry group. Additionally, the keypad group was 170 entry methods in the future should take precautions to ensure that this does not occur.
171 Discussion
172
In sum, subjects who were asked to enter confidence with the numeric keypad 173 overwhelmingly chose to enter confidence ratings divisible by five or 10 (doing so more than 174 92% of the time). On the other hand, subjects who were prompted to enter confidence with the 175 slider showed a preference for the default value of the slider (i.e., reporting a confidence of 50 176 approximately 20% of the time). These results strongly imply that biases driven by collection 177 method are at play when subjects report confidence in a recognition memory paradigm.
178
It is possible that when subjects repeatedly made 0 -100 confidence ratings using the 179 numeric keypad, it became difficult to keep track of (or perhaps even distinguish between) 180 different levels of confidence provided (e.g., Keren, 1991). As a result, subjects may have 
